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INTRODUCTION 

In March 2019, Eugene Springfield Fire (ESF) retained ESCI to conduct a Community Risk Assessment. This 

effort was undertaken subsequent to the implementation of an interlocal agreement between the cities to 

facilitate the joint delivery of fire and life safety services. The new organization, now known as Eugene 

Springfield Fire, is tasked with providing Fire, EMS, and Life Safety services to both communities. As part of 

this consolidation, ESF realized that there was little data related to commercial occupancies in the City of 

Springfield, as well as incomplete and obsolete occupancy data for the City of Eugene. Subsequently, ESF 

was awarded an Assistance for Firefighters Fire Prevention & Safety (AFG FP&S) grant to conduct an 

occupancy survey in both cities and complete a Community Risk Assessment, which was performed by 

ESCI.  

During the summer of 2019, ESCI representatives analyzed the consolidated ESF organization, including 

service delivery, current Fire Prevention Division resources, community demographics, and known hazards. 

As part of this effort, ESCI conducted a Hazard Vulnerability Assessment with representatives from ESF, 

City of Eugene Emergency Management, and City of Springfield Emergency Management. Subsequently, 

ESCI representatives conducted a site visit to further learn about ESF operations, community hazards, and 

response planning. Representatives from the City of Eugene, Lane County Emergency Management 

Division, Lane County Health Department, and Lane County 911 were interviewed as part of this effort. 

The analysis of ESF operations, resource allocation, and community risk revealed several realities: 

ω The cities of Eugene and Springfield have a significant natural, human, and technological hazards 

and risks that require constant attention and allocation of mitigation resources and efforts. 

ω Lane County, and the public and private entities within, have developed contemporary and 

comprehensive plans for identifying and mitigating natural hazards throughout the region. 

ω ESF is a robust all-hazards fire department, with significant emergency operations resources and 

contemporary deployment strategies. 

ω The consolidation of Springfield Fire and EMS and Eugene Fire Department appears to have 

resulted in an enhanced and more efficient emergency services delivery system. 

ω The recently completed occupancy survey in both cities identified thousands of commercial 

occupancy hazards that were not previously inventoried (or identified). 

ω The current resources allocated to fire prevention and life safety code enforcement in both cities is 

likely not enough to ensure fire and life safety code compliance.  

ω Lack of full integration and coordination of internal ESF administration and operations may be an 

impediment in efficiently responding to, and managing, large-scale disasters. 

ESCI was very impressed with the dedication and professionalism of the ESF personnel and others who 

participated in this project and hope this effort will result in an even more all-hazards resilient organization 

and community. 
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METHODOLOGY 

ESCI used the information provided by Eugene Springfield Fire (ESF) to establish a baseline assessment 

of current hazard conditions and ESF service performance, along with an organizational analysis of 

basic operations and life safety services. The purpose of this evaluation was to assess the various 

hazards, risks, and vulnerabilities in the cities of Eugene and Springfield, assess current emergency 

management and preparedness capabilities in each city, assess existing fire prevention/code 

enforcement resources, and benchmark against industry standards and best practicesɂincluding 

comparisons with cities of similar size and demographics. It must be noted that this study summarizes 

ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÄÉÔÉÏÎÓ ÅÖÁÌÕÁÔÅÄ ÄÕÒÉÎÇ Á ȰÓÎÁÐÓÈÏÔȱ ÉÎ ÔÉÍÅȟ ÁÎÄ ÓÏÍÅ ÅÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÏÒ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ 

changes may have taken place during the study period.  

Additionally, ESCI paid particular attention to assessing and categorizing fire risk by building 

type/occupancy use in both cities. It is important to note there are uncertainties in any assessment of 

this typeɂincomplete data, scientific uncertainty, and the inherent simplification of information within 

the scope of this study. During this study, ESF initiated an effort to update the occupancy inventory in 

both cities to incorporate into its occupancy database.  

The ESCI Planning Team also collected information, reviewed population and other community growth 

patterns, and then analyzed trends and expectations to provide a glimpse into future community 

conditions, land use, and fire protection risks to interpret their potential impact on emergency service 

planning and delivery. ESCI then used Geographic Information Systems (GIS) technology and historical 

reporting tools to visualize the data and provide additional information for strategic planning purposes. 

The following figure illustrates the conceptual GIS methodology as applied to this assessment. 

Figure 1: GIS Methodology1 
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THE CITIES OF EUGENE & SPRINGFIELD 

The cities of Eugene and Springfield are located adjacent to each other in west-central Oregon, at the 

southern end of the Willamette Valley, near the junction of the Willamette and McKenzie rivers. 

Located in Lane County, both communities have a long and storied past. Settlers first moved into the 

area in 1846, established lumber and flour mills, and platted, what was then known as Eugene City, in 

1852. The name was changed to the City of Eugene upon incorporation in 1862, and the City of 

Springfield was platted and incorporated in 1885.2,3 

 

The communities of Eugene and Springfield have well-earned reputations as outdoor recreation and 

sports hubs. Eugene is the birthplace of the Nike Company and the University of Oregon, and is also 

ËÎÏ×Î ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÎÉÃËÎÁÍÅ Ȱ4ÒÁÃË 4Ï×ÎȢȱ The region hosts numerous regional, state, and national track 

and field events. Eugene was selected to host the Olympic Track and Field Trials in 2020, and for the 

first time in the U.S., the World Athletic Championships in August 2021. It is anticipated that over 2,000 

athletes and 8,000 media representatives from around the world will participate and bring in thousands 

of spectators during this 10-day event. This seminal event, in no small part, compelled completion of 

this study to ensure ESF can prepare for the influx of spectators, athletes, and media, along with 

preparing for increased future growth, which may result from this event. 

Weather & Climate 
Eugene and Springfield experience a very temperate climate, with an annual average high temperature 

of 63.3̄F, and an annual average low temperature of 41.7F̄, with an overall average temperature of 

52.5̄ F.4 The average annual precipitation (rainfall) is just over 46 inches, with an average annual 

snowfall of 5 inches.5 The following figures are graphic representations illustrating temperature and 

precipitation averages in Eugene and Springfield on a monthly basis. 

Figure 2: Eugene and Springfield Weather Data 
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Regional Demographics 
At the time of this study, the current service area population for Eugene and Springfield was estimated 

at 231,272.6  This number reflects only the population residing inside the city limits. Approximately 

36,000 additional residents are located within the contracted ESF service areas outside of the 

respective city limits.7 The populations in both cities have grown between 2000 and 2017, with an 

average annual growth rate of 3%. The following figure illustrates resident population growth since 

1940. 

Figure 3: Eugene and Springfield Population Growth, 1940ς2017 

 

Population  
The average population density in the urban/suburban service area is approximately 3,660 people per 

square mile in Eugene, and 3,840 people per square mile in Springfield. The population densities in the 

outlying contracted rural/suburban service areas range from 25 to 2,780 people per square mile. 

The ESF service area has characteristics of urban, suburban, and rural areas of Lane County (specifically 

for EMS delivery). The urban areas are characterized by a large number of single-family neighborhoods, 

significant commercial and light industrial development, a large state university, dense neighborhoods 

including multi-ÆÁÍÉÌÙ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇȟ ÌÁÒÇÅ ȰÂÉÇ ÂÏØȱ ÓÔÏÒÅÓȟ ÁÎÄ Á ÍÉØ ÏÆ ÍÉÄ-rise or high-rise buildingsɂthe 

highest is 19 stories tall.  

The population density is highest in the Eugene and Springfield urban areas and diminishes with 

distance from the urban cores in each city. As expected, the areas of the highest population density 

correspond to the locations of multi-unit housing and older, centrally located neighborhoods. It also 

appears the areas displaying the highest population density correspond to the areas with the highest 

service demand as shown in Figure 4. 
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Figure 4: Population Density 
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Economic and Jobs Information 
The Eugene and Springfield area labor market primarily supports the following economic sectors: 

Health care and education, trade/transport/utility services, leisure and hospitality services, 

manufacturing, and business/professional services.8 The following figure summarizes the number of 

jobs in the Eugene and Springfield area in each of these sectors, per the U.S. Department of Labor-

Bureau of Statistics. 

Figure 5: Largest Job Categories as of February 2019 
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Select Demographics  
Select demographics for Eugene and Springfieldɂage, sex, ethnicity, housing type, income level, 

primary language, education, health, and assessed property valuesɂare shown in the following figures. 

For brevity purposes, ESCI averaged slight differences in demographic results between the two cities, 

where appropriate.  

Figure 6: Select Demographics9 
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Demographics Discussion 

In addition to the distribution of the population, population demographics can affect the nature of risk 

and emergency service demand. In urban cities, several factors have been identified that place certain 

groups of people at higher risk of being injured or killed in a fire. An NFPA report identified these 

groups as: 10 

ω Children under 5 years of age; 

ω Older adults over 65 years of age; 

ω Lack of health insurance; 

ω People with disabilities; 

ω People with a language barrier; and  

ω People in low-income communities. 

These segments of the population are also more likely to use fire department services, especially EMS, 

than other population groups. EMS incidents represent the overwhelming majority of service demandɂ

over 70% of all responses in the ESF service area. The following is a further explanation of these special 

risk groups, and their impact on emergency services.  

Age: The elderly may have difficulty escaping from fire due to physical limitations and diminished 

sensory perception (primarily hearing and vision). Quality of life issues, chronic illness, and the 

proliferation of assisted living/nursing home facilities also increase emergency medical service demand. 

The very young also represent a vulnerable population, as they cannot appropriately and quickly 

recognize and react when faced with an immediate danger situation.  
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Lack of Health Insurance: People under 65 years of age with no health insurance are more prone to 

chronic illness or exhibit poor physical condition simply because they do not seek prompt treatment. 

About 10% of the ESF population under age 65 do not have health insurance, which likely results in 

higher demand on the EMS system.6 

Disabilities: People under 65 years of age with disabilities comprise almost 10% of the ESF population, 

and may be incapable of quickly recognizing an emergency and react appropriately.  

Language Barrier: Segments of the population may have cultural differences or language barriers that 

inhibit their ability to call for help when needed or effectively communicate their needs and concerns. 

!ÃÃÏÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ .&0!ȟ Ȱ,ÁÎÇÕÁÇÅ ÂÁÒÒÉÅÒÓȟ ÃÕÌÔÕÒÁÌ ÄÉÆÆerences, and inexperience with unfamiliar 

home technologies are factors that mark the challenges of helping newcomers live safely from the 

threat of fire in the home.ȱ11 Just over 8% of the Eugene and Springfield population is foreign-born, and 

11.5% of the population speak a language other than English at home. 

Low-Income: Those with low incomes use fire and EMS services more often than those with higher 

incomes. Over 21% of the Eugene and Springfield resident population lives below the poverty level. The 

U.S. Census Bureau 2018 poverty threshold is defined as $13,064 for an individual and $25,554 for a 

family of four. Low-income is often combined with other factors such as education or work status.  
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ORGANIZATIONAL OVERVIEW 

4ÈÅ ÆÏÌÌÏ×ÉÎÇ ÉÓ Á ÂÒÉÅÆ ÄÅÓÃÒÉÐÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÅÁÃÈ ÃÉÔÙȭÓ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÁÎÃÅ ÓÔÒÕÃÔÕÒÅ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÒÅÓÐÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÅÍÅÒÇÅÎÃÙ 

management/response organizations. 

City of Eugene 
The City of Eugene is the second-largest city in Oregon, with an estimated population of 171,245 and an 

incorporated area of 43.9 square miles.6 The City of Eugene is governed by a City Council, comprised of 

eight Council Members and a Mayor, who serves as the Council Chairperson. An appointed City 

Manager is responsible for the administration of all city departments, including Central Services, Public 

Works, Library, Recreation & Cultural Services, Planning & Development, Police, and Fire & Emergency 

Medical Services.  

City of Springfield 
The City of Springfield is the ninth-largest city in Oregon, with a population of 62,353 and has an 

incorporated area of 15.7 square miles.12 The City of Springfield is also governed by a City Council, 

comprised of six Council Members and a Mayor, who serves as the Council Chairperson. An appointed 

City Manager oversees eight city departments, including Development Services, Finance, Human 

Resources, Information Technology, Library, Police, Public Works, and Fire and Life Safety.  

Eugene Springfield Fire 
Fire and life safety services in both cities are delivered by a functionally consolidated organization 

known as Eugene Springfield Fire (ESF). In an effort to gain efficiencies between the two organizations, 

a 2010 interlocal agreement (IGA) was created between the two cities, resulting in a consolidation of 

Eugene and Springfield fire department administrative and support services. Subsequent additional 

support services consolidations occurred, culminating in full consolidation of emergency operations in 

August 2014, and the creation of Eugene Springfield Fire. ESCI notes that fire department employees in 

both cities technically retain employment in their respective cities, even though they operationally 

deploy as one department.   
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Programs & Services 
ESF operates under five functional divisions: Office of the Chief, Shift Operations, Special Operations, 

Fire -ÁÒÓÈÁÌȭÓ /ÆÆÉÃÅȟ ÁÎÄ !ÄÍÉÎÉÓÔÒÁÔÉÖÅ 3ÅÒÖÉÃÅÓȢ %ÁÃÈ $ÉÖÉÓÉÏÎ ÉÓ ÁÄÍÉÎÉÓÔÅÒÅÄ ÂÙ a Division Manager, 

who reports directly to the Fire Chief. 

Services include the following: 

ω Fire suppression: structural, marine, 

aircraft, wildland 

ω Specialized/technical rescue 

ω Hazardous materials management, 

response, and mitigation 

ω First response emergency medical care 

(EMS) and ALS ambulance transport 

ω Fire prevention, education, and life 

safety outreach education 

ω Risk reduction 

ω Code enforcement and plans review 

ω Fire/arson investigations 

ω Routine on-going and specialized 

training 

ω Logistical support, operations analysis, 

financial management, planning, and 

record-keeping  

ω Fleet & facility maintenance 

ω Other support services13 

The ESF service area is shown in the following figure. 

Figure 7: ESF Service Area 
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The service area includes several neighboring special districts served by ESF through intergovernmental 

contracts. The Department provides fire suppression and emergency response services to the following 

districts: 

ω Bailey-Spencer Rural Fire Protection 

District (RFPD) 

ω Eugene Fire District #1 RFPD 

ω Glenwood Water District 

ω Rainbow Water District 

ω River Road Water District 

ω Willakenzie RFPD 

ω Zumwalt RFPD

Organizational StructureτAdministrative 
The following figure illustrates the current ESF Strategic Services/Administrative Services structure: 

Figure 8: ESF Strategic Services/Administrative Services Structure 
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Due to the size of the organization, ESF provides a robust and wide range of administrative services 

related to human resources, payroll, information technology, accounting and EMS billing, logistical and 

equipment maintenance, and EMS operations. In many cities, some of the internal services shown in 

the preceding figure are often provided by other city departments (Information Technology and Human 

2ÅÓÏÕÒÃÅÓȟ ÆÏÒ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅɊȢ %3#) ÎÏÔÅÄ ÔÈÅ #ÉÔÙȭÓ #ÅÎÔÒÁÌ 3ÅÒÖÉÃÅÓ $ÅÐÁÒÔÍÅÎÔ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅÓ ÓÉÍÉÌÁÒ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅÓ ÔÏ 

other City departments. This redundancy could be advantageous in the event ESF or Central Services 

experience a significant business disruption.  

Organizational StructureτOperations/Prevention/Training 
The following figure illustrates the structure and reporting relationships of the Operations, Fire 

Prevention, and Training Divisions. 

Figure 9: Operations, Fire Prevention, and Training Divisions 

 

Except for the Toxics Right to Know (R2K) program, the other positions are common in large urban fire 

ÄÅÐÁÒÔÍÅÎÔÓȢ 4ÈÅ 4ÏØÉÃ 2Ψ+ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍȟ ÍÁÎÄÁÔÅÄ ÂÙ ÃÈÁÎÇÅÓ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ #ÉÔÙȭÓ ÃÈÁÒÔÅÒ ÉÎ Χίίάȟ ÉÓ ÕÎÉÑÕÅ ÔÏ 

the City of Eugene. The law requires that certain businesses within the City of Eugene that use federally 

listed hazardous substances provide public information concerning the use and disposition of these 

substances. The program is managed by a Management Analyst and funded through user fees. 
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Vision, Mission, & Values 
The ESF 2015 Standards of Coverage Study identified the following core values and tenants guiding 

department operations: 

MISSION 

To serve our communities by preserving life, protecting property, and the environment through prevention, 

education, emergency medical services, rescue, and fire suppression services.  

VISION 

To deliver efficient and effective services by working together to maintain a progressive, caring, 

professional organization that remains flexible within a changing environment. We strive to be recognized 

for our leadership within the region and the state by fostering cooperative working relationships. We work 

to be innovative, fiscally responsible, and financially stable and secure.  

VALUES 

We value respect, integrity, accountability, teamwork, service, and adaptability. We measure our success 

by the satisfaction of the communities we serve, our personnel, and our strategic partners. 

Emergency Management  
Each city supports Emergency Management (EM) programs differently. In the City of Eugene, EM is 

ÌÏÃÁÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÉÔÙȭÓ 2ÉÓË 3ÅÒÖÉÃÅÓ $ÉÖÉÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ #ÅÎÔÒÁÌ 3ÅÒÖÉÃes Department. The Eugene EM program 

is staffed by an EM Coordinator and two EM Analysts.  

%- ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÉÂÉÌÉÔÉÅÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ #ÉÔÙ ÏÆ 3ÐÒÉÎÇÆÉÅÌÄ ÁÒÅ ÌÏÃÁÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ #ÉÔÙȭÓ $ÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÁÎÄ 0ÕÂÌÉÃ 7ÏÒËÓ 

Department. One full-ÔÉÍÅ ÅÍÐÌÏÙÅÅ ÏÖÅÒÓÅÅÓ ÔÈÅ #ÉÔÙȭÓ %- ÐÒÏÇÒams.  

Eugene and Springfield EM programs closely coordinate with other community EM programs, 

including: 

ω Lane County Emergency Management 

ω Oregon Office of Emergency Management 

ω University of Oregon Safety and Risk Services Department  

ω Eugene Water and Electric Board (EWEB)  

ω Springfield Utility Board 
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ESF Fire Prevention Division 
The Fire Prevention Division is overseen by an acting Fire Marshal. The division is also staffed with an 

acting Assistant Fire Marshal and six Deputy Fire Marshals (DFMs). Three DFMs are assigned to new 

construction and plan review responsibilities. Two FTEs are responsible for the City of Eugene, and 0.4 

FTE is responsible for the City of Springfield. The remaining 0.6 FTE is responsible for land use and 

planning review in the City of Springfield. Currently, these three Deputy Fire Marshals have special 

funding limitations and are specifically assigned to and funded by new construction permit revenue 

from the Eugene and Springfield Building Departments. 

The other three DFMs are assigned to handle complaints, maintenance inspections, event and 

hazardous material operational permitting, FPS maintenance tracking, public education, and the 

Juvenile Fire Setter program. In addition, all six Deputy Fire Marshals are also responsible for fire 

investigations. This additional assignment is based on an on-call rotation system. 

The following figure shows the Fire Prevention completed workload for the Fiscal Year 2019 (FY 2019). 

Figure 10: ESF Fire Prevention Division Completed Work, FY 2019 

Fire Investigations Total Percent Target 

Total ESF responses to fires 770   
Fires Investigated by the Fire Marshal's Office 149 19%  
Fire Investigations where the cause was determined 86 58% 95% 

Inspections Total Eugene Springfield 

New construction 615 444 171 

Code enforcement 806 614 192 

Operational permits 241 201 40 

Hazmat permits 513 315 198 

Total Inspections 2,175 1,574 601 

Reviews Total Eugene Springfield 

Plans reviews 1,669 1,526 143 

Land use reviews 190 70 120 

Operational permit reviews 235 195 40 

Total Reviews 2,094 1,791 303 

Community Education/Outreach Total Ratio  

Public Education Events 125   
Number of people reached 5,811 46:1  

ESCI noted that the department does not currently use operations crews to conduct routine fire 

inspections. All fire inspections are conducted by Inspector-certified Fire Prevention Division staff.  
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Funding Sources 
4ÈÅ #ÉÔÙ ÏÆ %ÕÇÅÎÅȭÓ ÁÄÏÐÔÅÄ ΨΦΧί ÏÐÅÒÁÔÉons expenditure budget for ESF is $41,956,259, which was an 

increase of 2.8% over the FY 2018 Adopted Budget.14 4ÈÅ #ÉÔÙ ÏÆ 3ÐÒÉÎÇÆÉÅÌÄȭÓ ÁÄÏÐÔÅÄ ΨΦΧί ÏÐÅÒÁÔÉÏÎÓ 

budget for ESF is $19,977,430, which is an increase of approximately 5% compared to the amended 

2018 budget.15  

Figure 11: FY 2019 Eugene Fire Budget 

 
)Î ÇÅÎÅÒÁÌ ÔÅÒÍÓȟ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÐÏÒÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÅÁÃÈ ÃÉÔÙȭÓ ÂÕÄÇÅÔ ÃÏÎÔÒÉÂÕÔÉÏÎ ÉÓ ÂÁÓÅÄ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÎÕÍÂÅÒ ÏÆ ÆÉÒÅ 

battalions in each departmentɂtwo ESF battalions and one Springfield battalion. As a result, 

3ÐÒÉÎÇÆÉÅÌÄȭÓ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÌ ÆÕÎÄ ÃÏÎÔÒÉÂÕÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ %3& ÉÓ ÁÐÐÒÏØÉÍÁÔÅÌÙ one-third of the overall ESF budget.  
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Responses by Incident Type 
ESCI evaluated the last three complete years of incident data to identify service demand and trends, 

incident types, incident density within the service area, and response time performance. ESCI did not 

include FY 2019 year-to-date data in this analysis. 

During 2018, ESF responded to 37,721 incidents, including mutual and automatic aid responses. The 

next figure shows responses by type of incident during 2018. Emergency medical services (EMS) 

responses, including motor vehicle accidents, are the most common at 73% of total responses.  

Figure 12: Responses by Incident Type, 2017ς2018 
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Temporal Variation 
ESCI analyzed incident data to identify specific service demand trends during certain periods. The 

following figure illustrates the monthly demand over the past three years. 

Figure 13: Service Demand by Month, 2015ς2018 

 

As shown in the preceding figure, monthly service demand remained relatively consistent throughout 

the year. The busiest month for ESF was July, which accounted for nearly 9% of the total incident 

volume (13,566 incidents) over the three years. February was the slowest month, accounting for 7.5% of 

the total incident volume (11,391 incidents). The range between the busiest month and the slowest 

month was only 1.4%.  
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The next figure illustrates service demand by day of the week. 

Figure 14: Service Demand by Day of the Week, 2015ς2018 

 

Similar to the analysis of the service demand by month, the service demand by day of the week 

remained relatively consistent. The most noticeable variation occurred during the weekends when 

service demand decreased. This is not surprising, as transient student and worker populations and 

business activity are greater during the workweek.  

Friday was the busiest day for ESF, accounting for 15% of the total call volume (22,925 incidents) over 

the study period. Sundays were the slowest day accounting for just 13.4% of the total call volume 

(20,413 incidents). While demand varied from day to day, the percentage range (1.6%) between the 

busiest and the slowest day was insignificant.  
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Lastly, the following figure illustrates service demand by the hour of the day. 

Figure 15: Service Demand by Hour of the Day, 2015ς2018 

 

Analysis of service demand by time of the day corresponds with the work and life rhythms of the 

general population. Human activity, and corresponding incident demand, increased during daytime 

hours and decreased at night. The incident activity was highest (60% of total incidents) between 9:00 

a.m. and 7:00 p.m. The highest incident activity was in the 5:00 p.m. hour, which equaled 6.0% (9,099 

incidents) of the total activity per day. The slowest hour for activity was 4:00 a.m., which accounted for 

1.8% (2,779) of the daily incident activity. 

Note that while service demand is lower in the early morning hours, most residential fire fatalities occur 

late at night or in the early morning hours. From 2014 to 2016, residential fire fatalities were highest 

between 1:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m. The 8-hour peak period (11 p.m. to 7 a.m.) accounted for 48% of 

residential fatal fires.16 
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Response Time Performance 
Evaluating turnout and travel time is the most commonly used measure of fire department response 

time performance. Turnout time starts when fire personnel are notified of an incident (dispatch time) 

and ends when they begin traveling to the incident (en route time). Travel time starts when personnel 

begin traveling to the incident (en route time) and ends when they arrive on the scene (arrival time). 

The first arriving incident response data provided by Eugene Springfield Fire did not include the 

appaÒÁÔÕÓ ÅÎ ÒÏÕÔÅ ÔÉÍÅȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÐÒÅÖÅÎÔÅÄ %3#)ȭÓ ÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÔÏ ÁÎÁÌÙÚÅ ÁÐÐÁÒÁÔÕÓ ÔÕÒÎÏÕÔ ÔÉÍÅÓȢ 4ÈÅÒÅÆÏÒÅȟ 

ESCI could only evaluate overall apparatus response time performance (from time of dispatch until 

arrival on the scene). 

The following figures illustrate %3&ȭÓ emergency first arriving response time performance for 2017 

through 2018. 

Figure 16: All Incident Response Time Performance at 90th Percentile, 2017ς2018 

 

NFPA 1710 identifies 60 seconds for turnout time to EMS incidents, and 80 seconds for fire and special 

operations incidents, and 240 seconds for travel time for the first arriving fire unit to a structure fire or 

AED capable response unit to a cardiac arrest. For EMS incidents, this equals 300 seconds (5 minutes) 

for total response time. Measuring from the time of dispatch until the time of arrival is consistent with 

the NFPA response time benchmark, even though the turnout time is unknown. On average, Eugene 

Springfield exceeds the 5 minutes, 90th percentile benchmark by 5 minutes, 22 seconds (05:22). 

In assessing response times, ESCI acknowledges that many incident types may not require a rapid, 

ȰÌÉÇÈÔÓ ÁÎÄ ÓÉÒÅÎȱ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÅȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÃÁÎ ÁÆÆÅÃÔ ÏÖÅÒÁÌÌ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÅ ÔÉÍÅ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅȢ )Î ÁÎ ÁÔÔÅÍÐÔ ÔÏ ÍÏÒÅ 

accurately assess response time performance to the most critical incident types, the incident response 

data provided was filtered to focus only on Building Fire and Advanced Life Support incident types.  
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ESCI filtered the incident data in Figure 17 only to include building fires and fires in a structure other 

ÔÈÁÎ Á ÂÕÉÌÄÉÎÇ ɉ.&)23 )ÎÃÉÄÅÎÔ 4ÙÐÅ ΧΧΧ ÁÎÄ ΧΧΨɊ ×ÈÅÒÅ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÉÔÉÁÌ ÉÎÃÉÄÅÎÔ ÁÃÔÉÏÎ ÉÓ ȰÅØÔÉÎÇÕÉÓÈȱ 

(NFIRS Action Code 11).  

Figure 17: Building Fire Response Time Performance, 2017ς2018 

 

ESCI filtered the incident data in Figure 18 only to include EMS incidents, traffic accidents with injuries, 

pedestrians struck by vehicles, and traffic accidents with entrapment (NFIRS Incident Types 321, 322, 

323, and 352) where Advanced Life Support Care was provided (NFIRS Action Code 33).  

Figure 18: ALS EMS Response Time Performance, 2017ς2018 
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As apparent from the preceding figures, ESF does not meet the NFPA 1710 90th percentile benchmark 

times for responding to building fires or ALS EMS incidents. ESCI also noted that the response time to 

EMS incidents was significantly longer than the response to fire incidents, even though firefighters 

must don their protective clothing before beginning the response to the scene. This disparity may 

simply be the result of the significantly larger number of EMS incidents compared to structure fire 

incidents. It may also reflect non-lights and siren responses as initially triaged by emergency medical 

dispatch protocols, but required ALS intervention once on-scene. 

EMS Service Delivery 
The following figure illustrates the age range of patients treated by ESF from 2014 to 2018.  

Figure 19: EMS Responses by Age, 2014ς2018 
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(55.9%). Conversely, patients 10 years old and younger were just 1.8% of incident responses. The ratio 

of male and female patients evaluated is shown in the following figure. 
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Figure 20: EMS Responses by Gender, 2014ς2018 

 

! ÒÅÖÉÅ× ÏÆ %3&ȭÓ ÔÏÐ ÆÉÖÅ ÐÒÉÍÁÒÙ ÍÅÄical impressions shows General Medical complaints constituted 

just over 30% of EMS calls for service, as shown in the following figure. 

Figure 21: EMS Responses by Primary Impression, 2014ς2018 
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Spatial Analysis of Service Demand 
In addition to the temporal analysis of the current service demand, ESCI used GIS tools to analyze and 

geographically plot 2017 and 2018 incidents to identify service demand density throughout the ESF 

service area. The following figure illustrates the density for all incidents within the service area.  

Figure 22: Incident Density, All Incident Types, 2017ς2018 

 

The preceding map shows incident service demand is unevenly distributed, with multiple areas of high 

call density. The most substantial service demand appears to be slightly east and north of Fire Station 1. 

This area is on the fringe of the University of Oregon and has a heavy retail footprint. As expected, 

areas of high incident density are linked to areas of higher permanent and transient population 

densities.  
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Fire Incidents 

The following figure illustrates structure fire incidents as categorized in the NFIRS reporting system. 

Figure 23: Incident Density, Structure Fire, 2017ς2018 

 

Unlike the all incident density map, fire incidents were grouped in three areas. The area around Station 

1 shares a similar pattern to the overall incidents and EMS incidents. However, fire incident density is 

also shown in the areas between Station 3 and Station 4, along with slightly lower fire incident density 

between Stations 7 and 8. ESCI noted areas south of Station 11 and near Station 14 that should be 

monitored to determine if focused fire prevention and education efforts are warranted. Regardless of 

the distribution of fire incidents, maintaining an initial and effective fire response capability for the 

entire ESF response area is important.  


